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Opi nion by Quinn, Adm nistrative Tradenmark Judge:
Appl i cati ons have been filed by Sei ko Instrunents
Kabushi ki Kai sha, also trading as Sei ko Instrunents, Inc.,
to register the marks M NI LOG C and M NI ANALOG for, in each

i nstance, a “semniconductor, integrated circuit.”?!
I n each application the Trademark Exam ning Attorney

has refused registration under Section 2(e)(1) of the

! Application Serial Nos. 75/879,291 and 75/ 879, 294,
respectively, filed Decenber 23, 1999, and alleging in each case
a bona fide intention to use the mark in comerce.
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Trademark Act on the ground that applicant’s mark, if
applied to the goods, would be nerely descriptive thereof.

When the refusals were nmade final, applicant appeal ed.
Applicant and the Exam ning Attorney have filed briefs. An
oral hearing was not requested. Because of the
substantially simlar issues involved in these appeals, the
Board w || decide themin one opinion.

The Exami ning Attorney nmaintains that the marks
M N LOE C and M NI ANALOG nerely describe mniature |ogic
sem conductors and integrated circuits and m ni ature anal og
sem conductors and integrated circuits, respectively. 1In
support of the refusal, the Exam ning Attorney has relied
upon dictionary definitions of the terns “mni,”

“sem conductors,” “integrated circuits,” “chips,” “logic
chip,” and “anal og”; excerpts of articles retrieved from
the NEXI S dat abase showi ng use of terns such as “logic
chips,” “logic sem conductors,” “anal og integrated

circuits,” “anal og senm conductors,” “anal og chips,”
“mniature chips,” and “mni chips”; and excerpts from
applicant’s Website describing applicant’s goods sold under
the respective marks.

Appl i cant contends that there are no such words as

“mnilogic” and “mnianalog,” in that the terns are coined

and that, therefore, the marks are just suggestive of
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sem conductors and integrated circuits. In support of its
contention, applicant has relied upon several third-party
registrations of marks including M N and ANALOG fornatives
for goods listed in International Cass 9, pointing out
that these nmarks have been found to be inherently

di stinctive. Applicant asserts that the registrations

rai se doubt about the descriptiveness of the terns sought
to be registered, and that the doubt nust be resolved in
applicant’s favor.

It is well settled that a termis considered to be
nmerely descriptive of goods, within the neaning of Section
2(e)(1) of the Trademark Act, if it imedi ately describes
an ingredient, quality, characteristic or feature thereof
or if it directly conveys information regarding the nature,
function, purpose or use of the goods. 1In re Abcor
Devel opment Corp., 588 F.2d 811, 200 USPQ 215, 217-18 (CCPA
1978). It is not necessary that a termdescribe all of the
properties or functions of the goods in order for it to be
considered to be nerely descriptive thereof; rather, it is
sufficient if the termdescribes a significant attribute or
feature about them Mreover, whether a termis nerely
descriptive is determned not in the abstract, but in
relation to the goods for which registration is sought. In

re Bright-Crest, Ltd., 204 USPQ 591, 593 (TTAB 1979).
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The term “mni -” (prefix) is defined as “snall;
m ni ature” and (noun) as “something, such as a
m ni conputer, that is distinctively smaller than other
menbers of its type or class.” The Anerican Heritage
Dictionary of the English Language (3'% ed. 1992).

The Exam ning Attorney also has introduced a variety
of excerpts from Tech Encycl opedi a (2000) show ng vari ous
terns defined and described as follows. The term
“integrated circuit” is defined as “[t]he formal nane for
the chip.” The term*®“chip” is defined as “[a] set of
m crom niaturized, electronic circuits that are designed
for use as processors and nenory in conputers and countl ess
consunmer and industrial products...The terns chip,
integrated circuit and mcrochip are synonynous.” The term
“sem conductor” is described as “[a] solid state substance
that can be electrically altered.” The excerpts al so show
that there are various types of chips classified by
function, including |logic chips and anal og chips. The
NEXI S evi dence includes references to “logic chips” and
“anal og chi ps” as types of chips.

Al so of record are excerpts retrieved fromapplicant’s
Website wherein the foll ow ng appears: “The new ‘M ni
logic Series’ features one standard logic gate in a super

smal | package...suitable for small portable equipnent.”
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The Website al so includes the following: “The mni anal og
series integurates [sic] a wide use analog circuit in an
ultra-smal | package.”

The NEXI S evi dence highlights the exi stence of
m ni ature sem conductors and mniature integrated circuits.
The follow ng excerpts are representative of the evidence.

Intel clainms mni chips put power of PC
i n a notebook.
(PC User, Cctober 24, 1990)

...an organi zati on whi ch pronotes sal es
of foreign-made mni-chips in the
Japanese nar ket .

(Journal of Commrerce, June 8, 1987)

...vast quantities of information
stored on mni-chips...
(Advertising Age, May 25, 1998)

Sonme people fear that products

contai ning mcrochips (mniature
integrated circuits) will think it is
1900 rat her than 2000. ..

(Bangor Daily News, Decenber 31, 1999)

One invention alone--the transistor in
1948- -repl aced vacuum tubes in

el ectronic circuits, which led to
mniature integrated circuits, which
opened the door to nodern conputers and
space expl orati on.

(Wsconsin State Journal, Decenber 31,
1999)

The maker of miniature chips said two
patents were issued to a | aboratory...
(Sun- Sentinel, January 11, 2000)

s the trend towards mniature chip
conmponent s beconi ng too hard to handl e?
(Electronics Tines, April 6, 1999)
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Based on the evidence of record, we find that the
mar ks sought to be registered are nerely descriptive of
mni logic sem conductors, mni logic integrated circuits,
m ni anal og sem conductors and m ni anal og i ntegrated
circuits. Applicant’s own Website shows that applicant’s
goods are | ogi c and anal og sem conductors and integrated
circuits in a mniature size. Thus, no inagination would
be necessary for the rel evant purchasers in the integrated
circuit and sem conductor industry to perceive precisely
the nerely descriptive significance of the terms M N LOG C
and M NI ANALOG as they relate to inportant features of the
goods, nanely the type of chip (logic or analog) in
mniature size. See: In re Abcor Devel opnent Corp., supra
at 219 [Rich, J., concurring: “The name [of the product]
is ‘Gas Monitoring Badge.” This may be regarded as the
full nanme. However, the users of |anguage have a universal
habit of shortening full nanes--from haste or |aziness or
j ust econony of words. Exanples are: autonpbile to auto,
t el ephone to phone, necktie to tie, gasoline service
station to gas station. | regard it as inevitable that a
gas nonitoring badge will be called a gas badge as the nane
of the goods to the sanme extent as gas nonitoring badge is

the nane...”] (enphasis in original).
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The third-party registrations have been carefully
consi dered, but this evidence does not conpel a different
result. W recognize that the Ofice has registered a
variety of MN and ANALOG formative marks. W al so
recogni ze, however, that none of the registrations is for
either of the sanme marks invol ved herein; noreover, none of
the registrations covers sem conductors or integrated
circuits. In any event, this evidence is of little nonent
in deciding the present appeal. Wile uniformtreatnent
under the Trademark Act is an admnistrative goal, our task
in this appeal is to determ ne, based on the record before
us, whether applicant’s particular narks are nerely
descriptive. As often noted, each case nust be deci ded on
its own nerits. W are not privy to the records in the
cited registrations and, noreover, the determ nation of
registrability of a particular mark by the O fice cannot
control the result in the cases now before us. See: Inre
Nett Designs Inc., 236 F.3d 1339, 57 USP@d 1564, 1566
(Fed. Cir. 2001) [“Even if sone prior registrations had
sone characteristics simlar to [applicant’s application],
the PTO s all owance of such prior registrations does not
bind the Board or this court.”].

The fact that applicant could be the first and/or only

entity to use the specific terns MN LOA C and M NI ANALOG
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in connection with sem conductors and integrated circuits
is not dispositive where, as here, the terns unquestionably
convey a nerely descriptive connotation. 1In re Polo
International Inc., 51 USPQ2d 1061, 1063 (TTAB 1999). W
find that others in the trade would have a conpetitive need

to use these terns. See: 2 J.T. McCarthy, MCarthy on

Tradenarks and Unfair Conpetition, § 11:18 (4'" ed. 2001).

Decision: The refusals to register are affirmed.



